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REMARKS 

Applicants respectfully request consideration of the subject application. 
Applicants amended paragraph [0008] of the specification to more clarify subject 
matter already present in the specification. Therefore, Applicants added no new 
matter to paragraph [00081. 

Claims 1. 2. 4. 5-9, 13. 17. 18. 21 , 24, 25. 28. and 34 have been amended. 
Applicants canceled claim 3 without prejudice. No new claims have been added. 
Applicant amended the claims to more particularly point out the subject matter of the 
claims and added no new matter through the amendments. 

Allowable Rnh^ect Matter 

Applicants thank the Examiner for pointing out that claims 28-33 would be 
allowable If rewritten or amended to overcome the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, 
second paragraph. 

Claim Reierfions - 35 U .S.C. ^ 1 12 

Claims 1. 2, 8, 9, 18, 24. 25, 35, and 36 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 12. second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Applicants amended claims 1. 2. 8, 9. 18, 24. 25, 35, and 36 to more 
particularly point out the subject matter of these claims and did not add new matter 
through the amendments. 
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riaim Rftiectionp - S.C. g103(a) 

Claims 1-10 and 34-37 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walton et al. "Practical Multicasting on a Nonbroadcast 
Subnetwork" ( Walton") in view of U.S. Pat. No. 6.1 18.785 to Araujo et al. ("Araujo") 
and in further view of U.S. Pat. No. 6.977.906 to Owens et al. ("Owens"). 

Claims 1 1 and 12 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walton et al. In view of Araujo and Owens and in further view of 
U.S. Publication No. US 2004/0240466A1 to Unitt et al. ("Unitt"). 

Claims 13-16. 21 . and 24-27 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Walton in view of the Applicant's admitted prior art ("APA"), 

Araujo, and Owens. 

Claims 17 and 18 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walton et al. In view of Araujo et al. and Owens et al.. and in 
further view of U.S. Pat. No. 6,891 .825 to O'Dell et al. ("O'Dell"). 

Claims 19 and 20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walton et al. In view of Araujo. Owens. O'Dell. and in further view 
of Unitt. 

Claims 22 and 23 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walton in view of the Applicant's APA. Araujo. Owens . and in 
further view of Unitt. 
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Claim 1 

Claim 1 requires determining a Point to Point Protocol over Ethernet (PPPoE) 
client to be multicast capable n pon detection of a PPPoF multicast capable tag in a 
PPPnF active di<>^nvp.rv reques t (PAHR^ received fmm the PPPoE client. 
Furthermore, claim 1 requires transmitting the multicast traffic for the layer 2 
multicast address as PPPnF multicast traffic in a single PPPoE multicast session 
fmm a network Pigment to a r .nnsumer oremise equipment coupled to the PPPoE 
client . 

Walton describes implementation of multicasting over a Myrinet subnetworit . 
(Walton, pg. 251). Many hosts connected together in a mesh configuration to fomn a 
Myrinet subnetworic. One host on the Myrinet subnetwori^ is also connected to the 
internet. (Walton, Figure 3). The host mns special software for mapping IP 
multicast addresses to Myrinet multicast cycle numbers of multicast packets. 
(Walton, pg. 254). The packet is then fonwarded multiple times amongst the Myrinet 
subnetworit. (Walton, pg, 252). To join a multicast group, a host uses an IGMP 
packet . This IGMP packet notifies the host connected to the intemet that it is 
multicast-capable. (Walton, pg. 255). All these multicast-capable hosts on the 
Myrinet subnetworit are then used to create a multicast cycle. (Walton, pg. 255). 

A host on a Myrinet subnetwork that fonwards IP multicast messages 
according to Walton is an end user and does not describe or suggest PPPoE 
multicast traffic in « sin gle PPPoE mul t icast session from a networit element to a 
rnn^nmer cremisp enuioment co ..pi^ri to a PPPoE client as required by claim 1 . 
Furthermore, using an IGMP packe t to notrfv the host on a Myrinet subnetwork of 
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multicast capahilitv is not a P P P^P multicast canaMe tag in a PADR . 

Araujo describes a communication protocol designed for managing the 
communication between peers that includes a signaling channel in frames formatted 
according to the communication protocol. The signaling channel is utilized by 
int^^rmprilate devir^« i" thft access prnvider network, such as central office switches 
or other concentration points in the network to facilitate the manaqementof theflow 
Hat;, traffic in th^ --r.'..^^ providers network . The signaling channel is identified in 
the intennediate devices and in the end stations, such as customer premises 
equipment or remote access servers. (Araujo, Abstract). The signaling channel 
allows the concentraUon/multiplexing equipment to become a distributor point for 
multicast feeds. (Araujo, col. 1 5. II. 3-1 3). Moreover. Araujo describes the PPP 
packet that Includes a signaling channel, enhanced PPP. encapsulated within an 
HDLC frame, within an L2TP packet, or within an ATM cell using AAL5 adaptation. 
(Araujo. col. 8. II. 5-1 6; col. 10. 11. 28-46). 

Therefore. Araujo describes networi< access equipment used to provide an 
RfKi user such as the host of Walton access t o the internet. Furthermore. Araujo 
describes the use of enhanced PPP to accomplish delivery of a multicast megsaqe 
.similar to that dianinsRd as prior art in Applicants application as illustrated in Figure 
1 and disclosed In paragraphs [0008] and [0009]. In other words, an access 
multiplexer receives a multicast message as a single feed and distributes the 
multicast message as many unicast messages to the many users sen/ed by the 
access multiplexer. (Araujo. col. 14. II. 49-54; col. 15, II. 9-13). This would create 
the extra bandwidth between the access multiplexer and the user that Applicant's 
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claim 1 prevents by using - '^'n gto ppPoE multioast session from a network element 
tn a consumer premise eauipment. 

A signaling channel In PPP is not a PPPoE multicast capable tag in a PADR. 
Moreover, using a signaling channel in PPP 1o distribute a single stream from the 
ISP to the concentrator/multiplexing equipment and have that equipment distribute 
the multicast data to individual subscribers,' (Araujo, col. 14. II. 49-54). relies on 
unicast messages between the concentrator/multiplexing equipment and the 
individual subscribere. Therefore, the system of Araujo is not transmitting the 
n^iiifi^^ct *r^,r PPPnE multicast traffic in a single PPPoE multicast session from 
a network element to a co nsumer premise equipment. 

Similar to Araujo. Owens describes networic access equipment to provide an 
^nri user, such as a host of Walton., access to the internet. Owens describes a 
computer implemented method for provisioning broadband service in a Point-to- 
Point Protocol over Ethemet (PPPoE) networi<. A PPPoE session is established, 
and a usemame Is randomly chosen from a list of usemames stored on a modem. 
An authentication request is then transmitted from the modem to a Broadband 
Remote Access Server (BRAS) over a PPPoE network. The modem receives 
authorization from at least one of multiple Broadband Service Nodes (BSNs). 
(Owens, Abstract). 

Owens fails to describe a PPPoE multicast capable tag in a PADR. Owens 
describes a modem sending a PADR packet to a BRAS in the process to establish a 
PPPoE session. Owens further describes this PPPoE session is unicast. (Owens, 
col. 9, 23-24). This use of a PADR packet is similar to that disclosed in Applicants' 

Atty Docket No.: 4906.P02S 18 App. NO.: 10/035.506 

PAGE 31/38 « RCVD AT 3/2/2007 5:54:11 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5/6 « DNIS:2738300 * CSID:+14087209642 * DURATION (mm-ss):13-00 



02-03-2007 04:06pin Froni-BSTfiZ Sunnyvale +1 408 720 9642 T-414 P. 032/038 F-536 

Background section in paragraph [00081 and illustrated in Figure 2. That is, the 
PADR packet is used in a PPPoE system that does not support multicast capabilities 
over PPPoE. Because Owens only descrit)es the PADR in a unicast session, 
Owens fails to describe or suggest a PPPoE mulicast capable tag In a PADR and a 
PPPoE multicast session from a network element to a consumer premise 
equipment. 

Applicants respectfully submit that the references lack the proper motivation 
to combine characteristics of network access equipment of Araujo and Owens with 
the end user of Walton as indicated in the Office AcUon. Specifically, the Office 
Action is combining the features of network access equipment used to connect end 
users to the internet (Araujo and Owens) into a host (end user) on a subnetwork. 

Therefore the combination of Walton, Araujo, and Owens describes a Myrinet 
subnetwori^ providing a womnhole multicasting scheme according to Walton 
connected to a networi< according to Araujo and Owens for access to the Internet. 
An access multiplexer according to Araujo receives a multicast message as a single 
feed and distributes the multicast message as many feeds to the many users 
including the computer on the Myrinet subnetwork. The computer on the Myrinet 
subnetwork receives a multicast message and distributes the messages to all the 
computers in a multicast cycle as described in Walton. 

Since the network mnning enhanced PPP is not a PPPoE network, a 
secondary PPPoE network accoreling to Owens is connected to a computer in the 
Myrinet subnetworic according to Walton. The second computer and networtc then 
use provisioning of the broadband service of the PPPoE network according to 
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Owens, as described above. 

The combination fails to describe or suggest at least the above limitations of 
claim 1 because each of the references fail to describe or suggest individually or in 
^^rnhin-*!- - ^^^-^ "^^-'^^1 caoa hi*. t«n in a PADR and transmitting multicast 
traffic as PPPnF multicast f r^ffir. in a single PPPoF multicast session from a network 
p|pm»nt to a consumer premise ^.iipment coupled to the PPPoE client. 

Claims 2-6 

Applicants respectfully submit that claims 2-6 are dependent directly or 
indirectly on claim 1 , thus include the same limitations as claim 1 . As such, claims 
2-6 are patentable for at least the same reasons as daim 1 . 

Claims 7 and 34 

Claims 7 and 34 as amended require a similar limitations as discussed above 
for claim 1 . Therefore, claims 7 and 34 are not rendered obvious by the combination 
for at least the reasons discussed above in claim 1 . 



Claims 8-12 

Applicants respectfully submit that claims 8-12 are dependent directly or 
indirectly on claim 7. thus include the same limitations as claim 7. As such, clai 
8-12 are patentable for at least the same reasons as daim 7. 
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Claims 35-37 

Applicants respectfully submit that claims 35-37 are dependent directly or 
Indirectly on claim 34, thus include the same limitations as claim 34. As such, claims 
35-37 are patentable for at least the same reasons as claim 34. 

Claim 13 

Claim 13 requires a control engine to receive a PPPoE multicast capable tag 
in a PPPoE activft discovery reouest fPADR) . Claim 13 also requires a fonwarding 
engine to transmit the PPPqE encap s ulated multicast packet as a single PPPoE 
mLitirast session b^twaen a consu mer premise equipment coupled with a plurality of 
hosts and the network element . 

Paragraph 9 of Applicants' Background of the Invention discloses an access 
concentrator 1 1 1 that generates IP multicast packets for each of the established 
PPPnFiinlcast sessions , encapsulates the generated IP multicast packets with 
PPPoE where each IP multicast packet's PPPoE encapsulation includes an identifier 
for the corresponding pppqE unicast sessions and each of the generated IP 
r^ulticast packets also include an identifier for the unicast Ethernet address of the 
con^sponding one of the hosts 101 . 103, and 105. Moreover, the access 
concentrator can additionally encapsulate the PPPoE encapsulated IP multicast 
packets with a delivery protocol (e.g., ATM). 

As discussed above, the combination of Walton. Araujo, and Owens fails to 
describe or suggest a PPPoE multicast capable tag in a PADR. Similariy. 
Applicants' paragraph 9 fails to disclose a PPPoE multicast capable tage In a PADR. 
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Therefore the combination of Walton. Araujo. Owens, and Applicants' paragraph 9 
fail to suggest or describe a control engine to receive a PPPoE multicast capable tag 
in a PADR as required by claim 1 3. 

Furthermore, the combination Walton, Araujo, and Owens fails to describe or 
suggest a PPPoE multicast session from a networl^ element to a CPE, as discussed 
above. Paragraph 9 discloses using many PPPoE unicast sessions for transmitting 
an multicast message, thus failing to describe a PPPoE multicast session from a 
network element to a CPE. Therefore, the combination fails to describe a fonwarding 
engine to transmit the PPPoE encapsulated multicast packet as a sinqie PPPoE 
»,.,itir«^t spssion bet w^^^^n a consum e r premise ecuioment coupled with a plurality of 
hosts and the network element . For at least the above reasons, the combination 
fails to render claim 13 obvious. 

. Claims 14-16 

Applicants respectfully submit that claims 14-1 6 are dependent directly or 
indirectly on daim 13. thus include the same limitations as claim 13. As such, claims 
14-16 are patentable for at least the same reasons as claim 13. 

Cla im 21 

Claim 21 includes similar limitations as daim 13. Specifically, Claim 21 
requires a network element to receive a Po int to Point Protocol over Ethernet 
(PPPoE^ multicast capable tag in a PPPoE active discovery request from a plurality 
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of hosts coupled to the CPE and to transmit the multicast's PPPoE encapsulated 
traffic as a single PPPoE multicast session to the CPE. 

TherBfore, the combination fails to describe or suggest at least the above 
limitations of claim 21 for at least the reasons discussed for the similar limitations of 
claim 13. 

Claims 22-27 

Applicants respectfully submit that claims 22-27 are dependent directly or 
indirectly on claim 21 . thus include the same limitations as claim 21 . As such, claims 
22-27 are patentable for at least the same reasons as claim 21 . 

Claim 17 

Claim 1 7 requires a PPPoE module to indicate m ulticast capability with a 
PPPoE multicast tag in a PPPoE active discove ry request f PADR). 

O'Dell describes an approach for providing multi-user access to a packet 
?witrhrTl r\^*^--^'*' "'^ ^har^rf Fthftmfit-hased local area network. (O'Dell. 
Abstract). O'Dell describes user stations connected to a local area network (1-AN) 
using Point-to-Point Pnstocol (PPP) encapsulated using the Ethernet-based LAN 
protocol. (O'Dell, Abstract). The packets are then transmitted by a customer 
premise equipment (CPE) to a digital subscriber line (DSL) access multiplexer that 
transports the multiple PPP sessions from the users to a multiplexer/demultiplexer, 
such as an asynchronous transfer mode (ATM) switch. (O'Dell. Abstract). The ATM 
switch transports the multiple PPP sessions over a single permanent virtual circuit 
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and the PPP sessions are tennlnated at a remote access server that forwards the 
packets to a backbone router. (O'Dell. Abstract). The backbone router then 
fonwarcls the packets to a packet switched network. (O'Dell. Abstract). 

O'Dell fails to describe or suggest a PPPoE module to indicate multicast to 
^..itir^ftt r.«pabilit v with a PPPoE mnlticRst tag in a PPPoH active discovery 
rpq iiest fPADR) . Furthmore. the combination of Walton. Owens, and Araujo. as 
discussed above fails to describe or suggest a PPPoE multicast tag In a PADR. 
Therefore, the combination of Walton, Owens. Araujo. and O'Dell fails to describe or 
suggest the above limitation of claim 17. Thus, the combination falls to render claim 
17 obvious. 

Claims 18-20 

Applicants respectfully submit that claims 18-20 are dependent directly or 
Indirectly on daim 17. thus include the same limitations as claim 17. As such, claims 
18-20 are patentable for at least the same reasons as claim 17. 
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RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 



Condusion 

If the allowance of these claims could be facilitated by a telephone 
conference, the Examiner is Invited to contact the undersigned at (408) 720-8300. If 
there are any additional charges, please charge our Deposit Account No. 02-2666. 



MAR 0 2 2007 



Dated: 



,2007 



Customer No. 08791 
12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1030 
(408) 720-8300 
Fax (408) 720-8383 



Respectfully submitted. 

BLAKELY. SOKOLOFFjEfiXLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 




DanierMTDeVos 
Registration No. 37,813 
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